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contractor is, or ought to be, the proper check upon any other person
who undertakes that service upon contract. We shall not controvert the
testimonies given of Mr. Sampson's conduct as marine contractor, but
we must remark that no stress can be laid upon the certificate of
Mr. Doveton, the Deputy Master Attendant, for the following reasons:
Mr. Doveton was a partner with Mr. Sampson in the marine contract,
Mr. Doveton was also Deputy Master Attendant, Mr. Sampson was Master
Attendant; he thinks it necessary to bring proofs of having done his duty
as marine contractor, and Mr. Doveton, his partner in the contract and
his deputy in office, signs an official testimonial in favor of his own
partner in the contract, who was also his immediate superior in office.
133. We do not mean to imply that the testimony of Mr. Doveton
was not true, for we remark with satisfaction that the masters of fourteen
of our vessels have signed very full and ample testimonials that their
vessels had been kept in constant and good repair, that they had been
regularly furnished with all necessary stores since the commencement of
the contract, that the} had been annually refitted in the compleatest
manner and that all wages had been regularly paid every month as they
became due. This was very proper evidence of the contractor having
acted upon principle, but the impropriety of his holding the contract
is not lessened thereby. We therefore confirm the instructions given
in the gard and 94th paragraphs of the Court's letter of 53rd March 1778,
and positively direct that our Master Attendant be never admitted a
competitor for, or interested directly or indirectly in, any future contract
of this nature. We observe Mr. Sampson thought it his duty to complv
implicitly with the Court's commands. His conduct in that respect was
becoming his station and has our approbation.
124. When the Court of Directors ordered the agency of Mr. Vander-
heyden to be discontinued they also directed you to advertize for proposals
to keep the cantonments in repair by contract, unless you should be con-
vinced that it might be better done by agency; and in such case the
agent's emoluments were to arise from savings made and not to be calcu-
lated upon the amount of his expedition [expenditure].
155. We see nothing on the face of your proceedings to warrant
a conclusion that the terms proposed by Mr. Vanderheydeii to execute
the work by contract were excessive; they were considerably lower than
the charges incurred by his predecessor, and about 6,700 rupees less than
the estimate of repairing by agency, but nevertheless the accepting of a
single proposal was irregular and unwarrantable. We do not find any
member of the Board objected to the amount of the annual charge to
be incurred but to the length of the term.
L
136. The additional clause introduced, enabling Government to put
a stop to the works if thought proper when two years of the contract shall
be unexpired, obviates General Coote's objection respecting the utility
of the post for so long a period, but affords no relief in case the repairs
be continued. We therefore direct that immediately upon receipt